
Commenter G1: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 8 



Commenter G1: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 8 

G1-1 

G1-1: See group response in Table E-2 related to 
Impacts, Utilities. While VA considers operation of the 
waste water treatment facility owned and operated by 
the City of Hot Springs as outside the scope of the EIS, 
the Final EIS does recognize the potential operational 
issue and identifies suggested mitigation in Section 
5.1.13. In addition, the issue may not be as big a 
concern in light of VA’s selection of A-2 as the 
preferred alternative, and the potential addition of 120 
staff under the recently proposed VA national call 
center (which is also addressed in the Final EIS), both 
of which would result in a continued VA presence on 
the existing Hot Springs campus.   



Commenter G1: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 8 

G1-2 

G1-3 

G1-4 

G1-2: A discussion of the existing environment as it 
relates to legacy environmental issues has been added to 
Section 3.12.2.6. 

G1-3: See response in Table E-2 of Appendix E 
(Category General NEPA process, Trigger for 
additional NEPA review)  

G1-4: See detailed response in Table E-2 relating to the 
costs of alternatives (Category Alternatives, Cost of 
Alternatives).  Additional cost breakout information 
also has been provided for each alternative (e.g., annual 
maintenance / recurring costs) in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS.  

VA will include costs for non-recurring maintenance 
and repair of the buildings while in an unoccupied state, 
in VA’s annual Strategic Capital Investment Plan (SCIP) 
ten year planning process, with emphasis on the priority 
of such non-recurring maintenance and repair given by 
BHHCS and VISN 23.  



Commenter G1: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 8 

G1-5 

G1-5: A discussion of GHG emissions estimates for the 
existing operations and operations under each 
alternative has been added to Sections 3.2 and 4.2 
respectively. As the existing and alternative scenarios 
are shown to be insignificant contributors to statewide 
GHG emissions, and as several of the alternative 
scenarios are estimated to reduce GHG emissions from 
existing conditions, further discussion of minimization 
measures, design changes, or climate change adaptation 
are not warranted. 



Commenter G1: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 8 



Commenter G1: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 8 



Commenter G2: Fall River County Commission 



Commenter G2: Fall River County Commission 



Commenter G2: Fall River County Commission 

G2-1 

G2-2 

G2-3 

G2-4 

G2-1:  See response in Table E-2 of Appendix E 
(Category, Scope of EIS, Past Actions/Decline in 
Services).  

G2-2: VA agrees that an urban environment is not 
critical to the success for PTSD treatment. However, 
the VA still believes Rapid City is the preferred location 
for the other types of services provided by the RRTP. 
VA’s rationale for the proposed relocation is explained 
more fully in Section 1.2.2.3 of the Final EIS.  

G2-3:  Section 4.10 of the Final EIS recognizes the 
potential adverse impacts to the local Hot Springs 
community. In addition, a recent proposal to locate a 
national VHA call center on the existing Hot Springs, 
which is addressed in the cumulative impact analysis in 
the Final EIS (Section 4.15) would bring in 120 
additional jobs to the area which should help offset 
some of the adverse effects to the local economy.  See 
also group response in Table E-2 of Appendix E 
relating to socioeconomic impacts. 

G2-4: VA has not received comments from Native 
American tribes or tribal leadership regarding traditional 
practices associated with the VA BHHCS campus 
water. VA acknowledges that the Black Hills are an area 
of import to Native American Tribes and that the VA 
BHHCS campus is a National Historic Landmark. 



Commenter G2: Fall River County Commission 

G2-5 

G2-6 

G2-5: VA officials have acknowledged in historic 
properties consulting party meetings that VA has 
struggled to properly mothball facilities. For that 
reason, and in light of the Hot Springs VA campus’s 
historical significance, VA has committed to a long-
term preservation program, rather than traditional 
mothballing, and a marketing strategy for finding a 
reuse for the campus in the event VA chooses to vacate 
all or some of the property.  

G2-6:  VA appreciates your proposal and will take it 
under advisement.    



Commenter G3: SD State Representative Lance Russell 



Commenter G3: SD State Representative Lance Russell 



Commenter G3: SD State Representative Lance Russell 

G3-1 

G3-1:  The proposed reconfiguration has been in 
development for a long time.  While VA believed 
Alternative A to be the most responsive in addressing 
the health care needs of Veterans in the service area, it 
has always been willing to consider all options, as 
evidenced by selection of a new preferred alternative, 
A-2, in the Final EIS. Alternative A-2 is a hybrid
between Alternatives A and C and includes a continued
VA presence on the existing campus through operation
of a CBOC in renovated Building 12.  See also related
response in Section E.3.4 relating to the timing of the
NEPA review.



Commenter G3: SD State Representative Lance Russell 

G3-2 
G3-3 

G3-2:  VA has significantly expanded the cumulative 
impact analysis (Section 4.16) in the Final EIS. See 
group response in Table E-2 of Appendix E relating to 
cumulative impacts.  

G3-3:  More consultation with historic properties 
consulting parties regarding measures to resolve adverse 
effects to historic was planned following issuance of the 
Draft EIS and Section 5.2 of the Final EIS has been 
significantly revised to include detailed mitigation 
measures. See also group response in Table E-2 in 
Appendix E relating to Cultural Resources and Historic 
Properties, Mitigation.   



Commenter G4: U.S. Department of the Interior 



Commenter G4: U.S. Department of the Interior 



Commenter G4: U.S. Department of the Interior 

G4-1 

G4-1: The NPS was an active participant in the public 
process and in the historic properties consultation. VA 
received the agency’s comments on the draft EIS. A 
copy is included in Appendix C. 



Commenter G4: U.S. Department of the Interior 

G4-1 



Commenter G5: City of Hot Springs, Planning Administrator 



Commenter G5: City of Hot Springs, Planning Administrator 



Commenter G5: City of Hot Springs, Planning Administrator 

G 
5-1

G 
5-2

G 
5-3

G5-1: Selection of a preferred alternative is not a sign that a decision has been made, 
The identification of a preferred alternative in the Draft EIS is required by CEQ 
NEPA regulations, if the Agency has selected one at that time; this is often the case.  
In addition, VA has now changed its preferred alternative between the Draft and Final 
EIS, to a new A-2 hybrid alternative (between Alternatives A and C) identified by 
historic property consulting parties.  This indicates VA’s willingness to consider all 
options. Alternative A-2, which has been analyzed in the Final EIS, includes operating 
the Hot Springs CBOC in renovated Building 12 on the existing medical campus. 
Thus VA will continue to have a presence on the Hot Springs campus.    

G5-2: VA has noted your suggestion for managing the Hot Springs medical 
center property.  

G5-3 - VA appreciates all of the support and services available to our 
Veterans in Hot Springs. VA will continue to rely on these services under the 
proposed reconfiguration, which includes continued operation of a CBOC in 
Hot Springs (on the existing campus under the new preferred Alternative A-
2).  The Care in the Community component of the reconfiguration will also 
help address travel concerns as it will give Veterans more options to receive 
care from local providers closer to where Veterans live.  



Commenter G5: City of Hot Springs, Planning Administrator 

G 
5-4

G 
5-5

G5
-6

G5-4: See group response in Section E.3.1 of Appendix E relating to distance 
travelled and geographic access, including special concerns for Native 
Americans.  

G5-5:  The Battle Mountain Sanitarium currently is listed as part of the 
National Park Service “Discover Our Shared Heritage” program 
(https://www.nps.gov/nr/travel/veterans_affairs/Battle_Mountain_Sanitari
um.html. Heritage tourism can be an option for adaptive reuse suggested to 
the marketing strategy team if VA decides to vacate all or a portion of the 
campus.  

Information about the long-term preservation of campus buildings program 
and the marketing study are included in Section 5.2. VA has committed to 
involving the consulting parties in the marketing strategy if VA decides to 
vacate all or a portion of the campus.  

https://www.nps.gov/nr/travel/veterans_affairs/Battle_Mountain_Sanitarium.html
https://www.nps.gov/nr/travel/veterans_affairs/Battle_Mountain_Sanitarium.html
https://www.nps.gov/nr/travel/veterans_affairs/Battle_Mountain_Sanitarium.html
https://www.nps.gov/nr/travel/veterans_affairs/Battle_Mountain_Sanitarium.html


Commenter G6: SD, NE, and WY Congressional Delegation 



Commenter G6: SD, NE, and WY Congressional Delegation 

G6-1 

G6-1: Request for additional time to comment has been 
granted. VA extended the public comment period on 
the Draft EIS multiple times.  The final extension 
ended on June 20, 2016. 



Commenter G6: SD, NE, and WY Congressional Delegation 

G6-2 

G6-2: VA responded to comments made by the ACHP 
and comments from other historic properties consulting 
parties in letters dated March 9 and April 4, 2016. A 
copy of this letter is included in Appendix C, 
NEPA/NHPA Substitution Process.  



Commenter G7: City of Hot Springs, Public Works 



Commenter G7: City of Hot Springs, Public Works 

G7-1 

G7-1: VA appreciates the additional information 
relating to the potential impacts of the proposed 
reconfiguration on the Hot Springs wastewater 
treatment plant.  The FEIS does recognize the 
potential issues and contribution of the wastewater 
treatment plant, including annual revenues, and 
this information has been incorporated into the 
Final EIS where appropriate (see discussions in 
3.14, 4.14 and 5.1.13).  

VA also points out that with selection of the new 
preferred Alternative A-2 and the proposed new 
national VA call center, which would bring in an 
additional 120 jobs, VA would be able to maintain 
a larger presence on the existing campus that 
previously expected. This expanded presence 
should help further minimize the changes in flow 
and associated operational concerns with the 
wastewater treatment plant resulting from the 
proposed reconfiguration.   



Commenter G7: City of Hot Springs, Public Works 



Commenter G8: National Park Service 



Commenter G8: National Park Service 

G8-1 

G8-1 (same as G4-1): Comment acknowledged. No 
response necessary.  



Commenter G9: National Park Service 



Commenter G9: National Park Service 

G9-1 

G9-1:  Request has been granted; VA extended the 
public comment period on the Draft EIS multiple 
times. The final extension ended on June 20, 2016.  



Commenter G10: SD State Historic Preservation Office 



Commenter G10: SD State Historic Preservation Office 

G10-1 

G10-2 

G10-1: VA has worked to correct any missteps in the 
substitution process. For more information about this 
process, see the letter from VA BHHCS Director 
Sandra Horsman to ACHP Executive Director John 
Fowler dated July 11, 2016 included in Appendix C, 
NEPA/NHPA Substitution Process.  

G10-2: The ACHP declined to request a Section 213 
report. A letter detailing the agency’s reasons dated 
December 21, 2016, is included in Appendix C, 
NEPA/NHPA Substitution Process.   



Commenter G10: SD State Historic Preservation Office 



Commenter G11: Hot Springs, Mayor 



Commenter G11: Hot Springs, Mayor 

G11-1 

G11-1: VA appreciates the additional historical 
background and revenue information related to 
operation of the wastewater treatment plant. This 
information as been incorporated into the Final EIS 
where appropriate (see Sections 3.14, 4.14, and 5.1.13). 
See related response to G7-1. 



Commenter G12: Hot Springs, Mayor 

G12-1 

G12-1: VA is able to provide staffing levels at the Hot 
Springs VAMC since 2007 (see below). VA has also 
updated Section 4.16 of the Final EIS to address 
potential cumulative impacts from past actions 
occurring within the Fall River County, including the 
changes at the Hot Springs campus since 2000. These 
are approximate numbers based on full time 
equivalents.    
2007-342 
2008- 367 
2009 378 
2010 379 
2011 375 
2012 352 
2013 342 
2014 342 
2015 336 



Commenter G13: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 



Commenter G13: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

G13-1 

G13-1: VA responded to this letter on April 4, 2016. A 
copy is included in Appendix C, NEPA/NHPA 
Substitution Process.  



Commenter G13: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Enclosures 1 and 2 are provided in this appendix as 
Commenters CP20 and G10, respectively; see 
responses to those submissions. 



Commenter G13: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 



Commenter G13: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 



Commenter G13: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 



Commenter G13: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 



Commenter G14: SD State Historic Preservation Office 

G14-1 

G14-2 

G14-1: See group response in Table E-2 of Appendix E 
relating to Integration of NHPA Section 106 Process.  

G14-2: More consultation was planned following 
issuance of DEIS consistent with CEQ/ACHP 
Guidance on Substitution and 36 CFR Part 800.8(c). A 
full description of the measures to resolve adverse 
effects, including measures to avoid and/or minimize 
effects, is included in Section 5.2. More information 
about the development of those measures is included in 
Appendix C, NEPA/NHPA Substitution Process.   



Commenter G14: SD State Historic Preservation Office 

G14-3 

G14-4 

G14-5 

G14-6 

G14-3: Following the advice of consulting parties, VA 
has committed to a long-term preservation program 
that goes beyond standard mothballing procedures. This 
plan will be developed by a professional in consultation 
with the SD SHPO and other parties.    

G14-4: VA concurs that transfer out of federal control 
and mothballing are adverse effects.  

G14-5: VA revised the identification of historic 
properties and cultural resources in Chapter 3 of the 
Final EIS.  

G14-6: VA has revised this information. Please see 
revised Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. 



Commenter G14: SD State Historic Preservation Office 

G14-7 

G14-8 

G14-9 

G14-
10 

G14-7: 36 CFR §800.5(a)(2)(ii) does not state that use 
of the SOI Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
is required, but that alteration of a property that is not 
consistent with the SOI Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties in an example of an adverse effect. VA 
has detailed its commitment to use of the Standards for 
the Treatment of Historic Properties in Section 5.2.  

G14-8: VA Engineering has maintained the buildings 
for over 100 years. See revised Section 2.3.5 for a more 
detailed cost breakout for each of the alternatives 
analyzed in the Final EIS.    

G14-9: VA will commit to measures to resolve adverse 
effects in the Record of Decision.  

G14-10: VA extended the review of the comment 
period, partially in response to consulting party request.  



Commenter G15: National Park Service 



Commenter G15: National Park Service 

G15-1 

G15-1:  VA answered this transmission. A copy of the 
April 2015 meeting summary is included in Appendix C, 
NEPA/NHPA Substitution Process. 



Commenter G16: National Park Service 

G16-1 

G16-1: This transmission related to the historic 
properties consultation meeting held January 21, 2016. 
The transcript of this meeting is available in Appendix 
C of the Final EIS.  



Commenter G16: National Park Service 



Commenter G16: National Park Service 



Commenter G16: National Park Service 

 

  



Commenter G16: National Park Service 



Commenter G17: Hot Springs Historic Preservation Commission 



Commenter G17: Hot Springs Historic Preservation Commission 

G17-1 

G17-1: This transmission related to the historic 
properties consultation meeting held January 21, 2016. 
The transcript of this meeting is available in Appendix 
C of the Final EIS.  



Commenter G18: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 



Commenter G18: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

G18-1 

G18-1: In accordance with this guidance from the 
ACHP, VA chose to extend the comment period to 
provide more time for consulting parties and members 
of the public to comment on the draft EIS (Option 1 as 
detailed in this letter). 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 

G19-1 

G19-1: VA utilized the Battle Mountain National Historic 
Landmark Assessment of Significance, Assessment of Likely 
Adverse Effects, Recommended Measures to Avoid, Minimize, or 
Mitigate Adverse Effects prepared by the NPS and dated 
February 12, 2016, to inform live consultation with 
historic properties consulting parties on February 17, 
2016, and utilized the document in development of 
draft and revised measures to avoid adverse effects. A 
copy of the document has been included in the 
administrative record and is available in Appendix C, 
NEPA/NHPA Substitution Process. 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 

 

  



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G19: National Park Service 

 

  



Commenter G19: National Park Service 



Commenter G20: SD State Historic Preservation Office 

G20-1 

G20-1: VA responded to this email on April 14, 
2015. The draft measures to resolve adverse effects 
are not a summary of the consultation effort, but a 
product developed in consultation with historic 
properties consulting parties. 



Commenter G21: SD State Historic Preservation Office 



Commenter G21: SD State Historic Preservation Office 

G21-1 

G21-21: VA accepted the comment from the 
THPO of the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe. It is 
included in the administrative record and available 
in Appendix C, NEPA/NHPA Substitution 
Process. 



Commenter G21: SD State Historic Preservation Office 
See G21-1. 



Commenter G22: SD State Historic Preservation Office 

G22-1 

G22-2 

G22-1: VA answered this email on March 24, 
2016. The language of the 2015 Appropriations 
Bill required VA to submit a report to both 
Houses of Congress prior to authorizing additional 
funds for the realignment of the VA BHHCS. VA 
did not require additional funds in the specified 
period.  

G22-2: VA cannot offer the VA Hot Springs 
campus to other entities, even those entities inside 
VA, prior to making a decision about the proposed 
reconfiguration of the VA BHHCS. Disposition of 
unused portions of the campus or the campus as a 
whole is described in Section 5.2. 



Commenter G23: National Park Service 

G23-1 

G23-1: VA BHHCS responded to this email on 
March 24, 2016.  

A full description of VA’s tribal consultation 
efforts is included in Section 6.3. 



Commenter G24: National Park Service 

G24-1 
G24-2 

G24-1: VA accepted the comments into the 
project administrative record.  

G24-2: No tribal members requested travel funds 
in writing, via email, or via the project website to 
participate in historic properties consultation 
meetings or specific tribal consultation meetings. 



Commenter G25: SD State Historic Preservation Office 

G25-1 

G25-1: Director Horsman of the VA BHHCS 
answered this email on March 25, 2016. VA 
BHHCS had already allocated sufficient funds for 
the necessary study and analyses and did not 
require additional funds. 



Commenter G26: Advisory Council on Historic Protection 

G26-1 

G26-1: VA utilized the Battle Mountain National 
Historic Landmark Assessment of Significance, 
Assessment of Likely Adverse Effects, Recommended 
Measures to Avoid, Minimize, or Mitigate Adverse Effects 
prepared by the NPS and dated February 12, 2016, 
to inform live consultation with historic properties 
consulting parties on February 17, 2016, and 
utilized the document in development of draft and 
revised measures to avoid adverse effects. 



Commenter G26: Advisory Council on Historic Protection 

G26-2 

G26-3 

G26-4 

G26-2: In total, the Final EIS describes, analyzes, and 
considers 12 possible courses of action: six alternatives, 
one that includes two variations, plus a supplemental 
alternative that can be implemented alongside four of 
the alternatives, including both variations of the 
Alternative A. Both Alternative A2, the preferred 
alternative, and Alternative E, the Save the VA 
proposal, were developed by historic property 
consulting parties. A full description of the alternatives 
is located in Chapter 2. 

G26-3: VA is aware that finding an adaptive reuse of 
unoccupied buildings through Alternative G will be a 
challenging process. VA has committed to developing a 
comprehensive marketing strategy; please see Section 
5.2 for more detail.  

If portions of the campus will not be occupied for a 
period of three months or longer, VA has committed to 
undertake steps to ensure a comprehensive plan for 
long-term preservation. More information about the 
long-term preservation plan is available in Section 5.2. 
VA has committed to preserving these buildings for at 
least five years and may update and renew the plan for 
an additional five years. If after five years (if the plan is 
not renewed), or after ten years (if renewed), VA will 
enter into consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the 
NHPA and its implementing regulations (36 CFR §800). 

G26-4: VA BHHCS plans to request funds through the 
SCIP process to fund physical plant stabilizations and 
select other measures. If the projects are not funded 
through SCIP, or if the rules guiding SCIP are modified, 
funding shortfalls will be met with funds directly from 
VISN 23.  



Commenter G26: Advisory Council on Historic Protection 

G26-5 

G26-6 

G26-5: VA invited 41 Native American Tribes to 
participate in the consultation process. VA also 
hosted a dedicated Tribal meeting in November 
2014. For more information about VA’s Tribal 
engagement, see Section 6.3.  

G26-6: VA informed all historic properties 
consulting parties of steps in the compliance 
process through email on April 13, 2016. A copy 
of this email is included in Appendix C, 
NEPA/NHPA Substitution Process. VA also 
provided access to a digital copy of a revised 
Appendix C on May 17, 2016, to facilitate review 
of the revised draft measures to resolve adverse 
effects. 



Commenter G27: Fall River County Historical Society 

G27-1 

G27-1: VA responded to this email on April 4, 
2016. VA initiated construction of the VA Fort 
Meade campus surgical tower in 2014. The project 
is nearing completion. The total project cost, 
including design, was $8.9 million. 



Commenter G28: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

G28-1 

G28-1: VA expanded the table and distributed a 
copy to all historic properties consulting parties on 
April 18, 2016. A table of contents for Appendix C 
was provided to all Consulting Parties in May 2016 
to facilitate review of the revised draft measures to 
resolve adverse effects. 



Commenter G28: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 



Commenter G28: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 



Commenter G29: Hot Springs Historic Preservation Commission 

G29-1 

G29-1: VA developed a series of draft measures to 
resolve potential adverse effects to historic 
properties in consultation with the historic 
properties consulting parties. On April 13, 2016, 
VA circulated these measures for consulting party 
comment. These comments were taken into 
account when revising the draft measures. The 
draft and revised measures, and all consulting party 
comments on the measures, are included in 
Appendix C, NEPA/NHPA Substitution Process.  



Commenter G29: Hot Springs Historic Preservation Commission 



Commenter G30: Advisory Council on Historic Protection 

G30-1 
G30-2 

G30-1: VA responded to this email on April 26, 
2016. This transmission included upcoming steps 
in the consultation process, including information 
related to the objection period. A copy of this 
email is included in Appendix C, NEPA/NHPA 
Substitution Process.  

G30-2: VA built an administrative record for the 
historic properties consultation in Appendix C. 
This document was revised and distributed to all 
historic properties consulting parties concurrent 
with distribution of the measures to resolve 
adverse effects in order to facilitate consulting 
party review. Additionally, VA created a digital 
record all communications with historic properties 
consulting parties, referenced documents, and 
formal consultation letters and made it available to 
all historic properties consulting parties. 



Commenter G31: Advisory Council on Historic Protection 
This is a copy of Commenter G26. 



Commenter G31: Advisory Council on Historic Protection 



Commenter G31: Advisory Council on Historic Protection 



Commenter G32: SD State Historic Preservation Commission 

G32-1 

G32-1: VA revised the draft measures to resolve 
adverse effects following receipt of comments 
from consulting parties and released revised 
measures on May 17, 2016. The revised measures 
and VA’s cover letter responding to consulting 
party comment is included in Appendix C, 
NEPA/NHPA Substitution Process. VA 
responded to the SD SHPO in a letter dated July 
20, 2016. A copy of this letter is included in 
Appendix C. 



Commenter G32: SD State Historic Preservation Commission 



Commenter G32: SD State Historic Preservation Commission 



Commenter G32: SD State Historic Preservation Commission 



Commenter G33: Advisory Council on Historic Protection 

G33-1 

G33-1: VA developed a series of draft measures to 
resolve potential adverse effects to historic 
properties in consultation with the historic 
properties consulting parties. On April 13, 2016, 
VA circulated these measures for consulting party 
comment. These comments were taken into 
account when revising the draft measures. The 
draft and revised measures, and all consulting party 
comments on the measures, are included in 
Appendix C, NEPA/NHPA Substitution Process. 



Commenter G33: Advisory Council on Historic Protection 



Commenter G33: Advisory Council on Historic Protection 
The comments at left were extracted from a 44-page “track 
changes” markup of the original document. References to 
specific context are provided in brackets within the 
comments. 



Commenter G33: Advisory Council on Historic Protection 



Commenter G33: Advisory Council on Historic Protection 



Commenter G33: Advisory Council on Historic Protection 



Commenter G34: National Park Service 

G34-1 

G34-1: VA developed a series of draft measures to 
resolve potential adverse effects to historic 
properties in consultation with the historic 
properties consulting parties. On April 13, 2016, 
VA circulated these measures for consulting party 
comment. These comments were taken into 
account when revising the draft measures. The 
draft and revised measures, and all consulting party 
comments on the measures, are included in 
Appendix C, NEPA/NHPA Substitution Process.  



Commenter G34: National Park Service 



Commenter G34: National Park Service 



Commenter G34: National Park Service 

 

  



Commenter G34: National Park Service 



Commenter G35: National Park Service 

G35-1 

G35-1: VA responded to this email on May 3, 
2016. The public comment period on the draft EIS 
was extended to June 20, 2016. The close of the 
public comment period also marked the close of 
the consulting party objection period. 



Commenter G36: National Park Service 

G36-1 

G36-2 

G36-1: VA has included in the “Battle Mountain 
Sanitarium Assessment of Significance, 
Assessment of Likely Adverse Effects 
Recommended Measures to Avoid, Minimize, or 
Mitigate Adverse Effects” document dated 
February 12, 2016 in the administrative record and 
included it in Appendix C, NEPA/NHPA 
Substitution Process. The measures suggested to 
avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate adverse effects 
were utilized to develop the proposed measures to 
resolve adverse effects.  

G36-2: VA also recognizes the vital, higher 
standard Congress provided in Section 110(f) of 
the NHPA (54 U.S.C. 306107). This procedural 
standard requires that VA “shall, to the maximum 
extent possible, undertake such planning and 
actions as may be necessary to minimize harm” to 
a National Historic Landmark (NHL), like the 
Battle Mountain Sanitarium. It does not impose a 
substantive requirement that a federal agency 
minimize harm to the NHL to the maximum 
extent possible. VA’s measures to resolve adverse 
effects, including measures to avoid or minimize 
potential effects of each alternative, is included in 
Section 5.2. 



Commenter G36: National Park Service 

G36-3 

G36-4 

G36-5 

G36-6 

G36-7 

G36-8 

G36-3: see group response in Table E-2. VA has 
determined the existing facility can be effectively 
renovated.  

G36-4:  VA identified no additional alternatives to 
analyze in the document, however, VA has changed the 
preferred alternative from Alterative A as described in 
the Draft EIS to the new hybrid Alternative (A-2) 
identified during the consultation process. It has been 
evaluated in the Final EIS.  

G36-5: See response in Section E.3.2 relating to 
alternatives ability to meet purpose and need.   

G36-6: In response to historic property consulting party 
comment, VA expanded the area of potential effect to 
include the VA Fort Meade campus. VA agreed to this 
request in January 2016 so it is not reflected in the draft 
EIS, which was issued in October 2015. It is included in 
Section 3.3 of the final EIS.  At present, VA does not 
anticipate altering the physical plant of the VA Fort 
Meade campus in response to any of the proposed 
alternatives. The campus, however, is an active medical 
center and may require modification. at a later date to 
better provide health care to Veterans. As in the past, 
VA will consult with the SD SHPO about proposed 
changes to determine if the changes rise to the level of 
adverse effect. 

G36-7: VA included the comments listed and 
comments from other Native American Tribes in the 
administrative record and took these comments into 
account when drafting the EIS and the measures to 
resolve adverse effects. A summary of VA’s outreach to 
Native American Tribes is included in Section 6.3.  

G36-8: See group response in Table E-2 relating to 
NEPA compliance. VA does not believe that the 
revisions to the draft EIS warrant issuance of a 
supplemental EIS prior to releasing the final EIS. 



Commenter G36: National Park Service 



Commenter G36: National Park Service 
The attachment to this comment was previously provided by 
NPS, and is included in its entirety in commenter 
submission G19. 



Commenter G37: SD State Historic Preservation Office 

G37-1 

G37-2 

G37-3 

G37-1: A Record of Decision may include 
appendices as necessary. VA will follow federal 
and state law regarding the treatment of historic 
properties and/or human remains not previously 
identified as part of this analysis. See Section 5.2 
for more information.  

G37-2: ACHP provided examples of mothballing 
projects in order to inform the development of the 
long-term preservation plan as did other federal 
agencies. VA will include these materials in the 
documents used to develop the long-term 
preservation plan. See Section 5.2 for more 
information.  

G37-3: VA included the Main Street program as a 
measure to mitigate adverse effects for some, 
though not all, of the alternatives under analysis. 
See Section 5.2.  



Commenter G38: Fall River Historical Society 

G38-1 

G38-1: There are a number of federal laws 
regarding government contracting. VA will 
implement this measure in accordance with federal 
laws.  



Commenter G39: National Park Service 

G39-1 

G39-1: VA developed a series of draft measures to 
resolve potential adverse effects to historic 
properties in consultation with the historic 
properties consulting parties. On April 13, 2016, 
VA circulated these measures for consulting party 
comment. These comments were taken into 
account when revising the draft measures. The 
draft and revised measures, and all consulting party 
comments on the measures, are included in 
Appendix C, NEPA/NHPA Substitution Process.  



Commenter G39: National Park Service 



Commenter G39: National Park Service 



Commenter G40: National Park Service 

G40-1 

G40-1: See Table E-2 of AppendixE relating to 
the objection process. 



Commenter G40: National Park Service 



Commenter G40: National Park Service 



Commenter G41: Hot Springs Historic Preservation Commission 

G41-1 

G41-1: See Table E-2 of Appendix E relating to 
the objection process.  



Commenter G41: Hot Springs Historic Preservation Commission 



Commenter G41: Hot Springs Historic Preservation Commission 



Commenter G41: Hot Springs Historic Preservation Commission 



Commenter G41: Hot Springs Historic Preservation Commission 



Commenter G41: Hot Springs Historic Preservation Commission 



Commenter G41: Hot Springs Historic Preservation Commission 



Commenter G42: National Park Service 

G42-1 

G42-1: VA accepted the supplemental comments 
from the NPS into the administrative record and 
took them into account when revising the EIS.  



Commenter G42: National Park Service 

G42-2 

G42-3 

G42-2: VA developed a series of draft measures to 
resolve potential adverse effects to historic 
properties in consultation with the historic 
properties consulting parties. On April 13, 2016, 
VA circulated these measures for consulting party 
comment. These comments were taken into 
account when revising the draft measures. The 
draft and revised measures, and all consulting party 
comments on the measures, are included in 
Appendix C, NEPA/NHPA Substitution Process. 

G42-3: Whenever possible, VA has included 
specific details about the implementation of the 
measures to resolve adverse effects. Other 
measures, such as the long-term preservation plan, 
are broader in scope to allow for more specific 
guidance once an alternative has been selected.  

VA recognizes the vital, higher standard Congress 
provided in Section 110(f) of the NHPA (54 
U.S.C. 306107). This procedural standard requires 
that VA “shall, to the maximum extent possible, 
undertake such planning and actions as may be 
necessary to minimize harm” to a National 
Historic Landmark (NHL), like the Battle 
Mountain Sanitarium. It does not impose a 
substantive requirement that a federal agency 
minimize harm to the NHL to the maximum 
extent possible. VA’s measures to resolve adverse 
effects, including measures to avoid or minimize 
potential effects of each alternative, is included in 
Section 5.2. 



Commenter G42: National Park Service 



Commenter G42: National Park Service 



Commenter G42: National Park Service 



Commenter G42: National Park Service 



Commenter G42: National Park Service 



Commenter G43: SD State Historic Preservation Office 

G43-1 

G43-1: VA developed a series of draft measures to 
resolve potential adverse effects to historic 
properties in consultation with the historic 
properties consulting parties. On April 13, 2016, 
VA circulated these measures for consulting party 
comment. These comments were taken into 
account when revising the draft measures. The 
draft and revised measures, and all consulting party 
comments on the measures, are included in 
Appendix C. VA responded directly to the SD 
SHPO in a letter dated July 20, 2016. A copy of 
this letter is included in Appendix C, 
NEPA/NHPA Substitution Process. 



Commenter G43: SD State Historic Preservation Office 



Commenter G43: SD State Historic Preservation Office 



Commenter G43: SD State Historic Preservation Office 



Commenter G43: SD State Historic Preservation Office 



Commenter G43: SD State Historic Preservation Office 
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